If you were to take an overview of the most important critical artistic practices from the mid-1990s onwards and the attempts by art theory to analyse them, forgetting both the most applause-hungry provo artists such as Damian Hirst, whose critique of the art institution is almost non-existent, and spectacular, willingly instrumental creative city artists such as Olafur Eliasson, I think we would have to distinguish four overlapping practices: relational aesthetics, institutional critique, socially engaged art and tactical media. It is evident, of course, that we are trying to account for phenomena whose identities are in no way fixed but are in movement, and that, for in- 
from the mid-1990s onwards. Nicolas Bourriaud's plaidoyer for an "art of social interstices" that is open in its formal composition and invites the spectator to participate in some way was trendsetting on both sides of the Atlantic and still appears -even after the Octoberled bashing -as the most important way out of the 1980s critique of representation (and out of the reappearance of expressive or meta-expressive painting). 1 In his description of such artists as Rirkrit Tiravanija, Pierre Huyghe, Jens Haaning, and also the late Félix Gonzáles-Torres, Bourriaud developed a persuasive vocabulary that referred to the avant-garde's transgressive experiments but also distanced itself from them and picked up insights from postmodern philosophy and its analysis of the disappearance of "grand narratives." The new art
Bourriaud wrote about and curated was characterised by working on and producing "inter-human relations," he argued. Relational aesthetics was not a new artistic style or a particular theme but, instead, a particular way of using the art space with a view toward creating social relations. Through the use of aesthetic objects, the artist creates temporary social relations, Bourriaud explained, arguing that the new art was a response to a historical development (Thai soup or sausages served at openings). 2 The inflation of words such as "creativity" and "participation," which played a role in the expanded and bloated so-called experience economy that was part of the last phase of the neoliberal economy of speculation in which fictive capital kept a hollowed-out economy floating, casts a critical perspective back on Bourriaud's theory. However, we should bear in mind that the theory of relational aesthetics was formulated in the early 1990s: before Richard Florida and his cohort wrote about the creative class, before every art institution ordered participatory art works, and in a period when the Internet still somehow had an emancipatory aura.
If relational aesthetics and participatory art are the obvious place to start a genealogy of politicised contemporary art since the Mikkel Bolt Rasmussen mid-1990s, socially engaged art comes next. Although this practice has clear roots in the 1960s, as has been described by, among others, Lucy Lippard, who used the term "Trojan horse" about interventionist art from the late 1960s to the mid-1980s, a shift clearly occurred in the 1990s in which socially engaged art acquired a new and different visibility. 3 If Bourriaud's nomenclature was very successful, it is a bit muddier in this case. Socially engaged art has inspired a fair number of names -from Beuys-inspired "social sculpture" to more activist "interventionist art" to "community-based art" or "collaborative art." However, "socially engaged art" seems to be the most common description for art that leaves the art institution and performs different kinds of interventions or artistic social work, often intended to create some kind of dialogue in conflict-ridden urban space.
Of course, terms such as socially engaged art and relational aesthetics are a mixture of art criticism, institutional attachment and artistic practice -on the part of the practitioners themselves -and the terms tend to merge when, for instance, the characteristics of relational aesthetics become the characteristics of socially engaged art. The emphasis on dialogue is a common denominator from relational aesthetics to the different kinds of socially engaged art. Yet, whereas the relational art analysed and promoted by Bourriaud has tended to remain securely embedded in the sacred space of the institution of art -museums, galleries and kunsthalles, socially engaged art has attempted to a much larger extent to take the relative autonomy of art outside the physical space of art by attempting to use the freedom of art to thematize or work on social is- with an outside community. 4 The artist steps outside the white cube and interacts with a larger group of people that does not coincide with an ordinary art audience. Kester describes this art as "con- If the often overlooked but important Documents seems in retrospect like a third generation October (Rosalind Krauss leading the first generation, the "disappeared" Douglas Crimp the second, and Krauss' pupil Helen Molesworth the third), its attempt both to continue and exit from its inheritance (as a concrete journal but, more importantly, as art-historical practice, as matrix of interpretation and historical horizon) of being affirmative to the new institutional critique of the 1990s (Andrea Fraser, Mark Dion, etc.), Grey Room could be described as a fourth generation October in which art historians attempt to establish a more trans-disciplinary journal in which visual art is just one subject among others including design, architecture, new media and politics. Field is a different endeavour because it is not so closely related to October, but it is nonetheless forced to intervene on the terrain that October dominates.
But Field rejects October's art-historical vocabulary (what we might term the expanded field's combination of a post-Greenbergian formalism and French structuralism) and turns to anthropology and sociology to account for the new socially engaged art that does not fit neatly within October's framework. 9 Kester defines the project as the production of "a new trans-disciplinary critique" that can perform the same kind of movement out of the institution in which socially engaged art itself engages. It is important to move beyond the aesthetic criteria of October, which remains attached to a focus on the artwork (and its formal composition). 10 The new socially engaged art criticism should engage in "field analyses" -thus, of course, the name of the journal -Kester writes.
The art historian needs to take seriously the social engagement of art and its way of engaging and collaborating with an extra-artistic audience and, thus, develop a kind of art ethnography in which the individual art work is no longer the privileged object of analysis but the relation between the artist and the local community is the starting point for the critical analysis of the project. Kester talks about "the close investigation of specific projects, the ways in which power and resistance operate through a manifold of aesthetic, discursive, inter-subjective and institutional factors." 11
There is to be a movement toward the contexts and forms of collaboration that characterise socially engaged art. Therefore, the art historian cannot just analyse an already produced object -a painting, an installation, a performance, etc. -inside the institution; the art historian has to go out into the field and analyse the production and reception of the artwork. Kester's art criticism is not only a rejection of October's work-centred structuralist formalism but also of Bourriaud's focus on the meeting (between artwork and spectator) and interstices that more or less always remained within the institution (in a very straightforward physical sense). The art Kester is interested in is, of course, still part of art's relative autonomy, but it is much more process-oriented and takes place outside traditional spaces of art like the museum and the gallery. Then, there is the question of field study and the ethnographic.
Kester proposes a new cross-disciplinary art criticism that adopts anthropology's practice of field study and participant observation and moves out of the art institution into the field, where socially engaged art takes place. The critic is supposed to go where the projects go, observing them as they unfold over time. Kester writes that the critic must "empirically" "verify" the artistic projects and their "results" although how that is to take place remains unclear.
Instead of continuing the critical analysis of the anthropological turn of politicized contemporary art, Kester proposes to expand it and apply it to art criticism, without mentioning the widespread critique of the ethnographic practice of field study that has taken place over the last thirty years. As anthropologist Tim Ingold writes, "ethnographic has become the most overused term in the discipline of anthropology." 13 And this does not even mention the imperialist prehistory of ethnography that has always haunted anthropology and forced it to challenge the idea of an outside, scientific researcher who uses neutral language to analyse the "raw" material gathered. Kester, of course, does not apply ethnography to art criticism uncritically, but he is not very clear in his description of the new critical field analysis. Therefore, it remains uncertain what the project is supposed to do and for whom.
Kester describes the new trans-disciplinary field study in which art history mimics or becomes anthropology or sociology, -it is not fully clear how far Kester wants to go; he does not seem to want to invent an anti-discipline like Cultural Studies, it is more a question of updating the critical or historical analysis of socially engaged art -which he calls "a pragmatic analysis." He distances himself explicitly from October and October-derived positionswhat he defines as "the contemporary avant-garde" that, according to Kester, works with "a hypothetical spectator, "who is presumed to be unknowing and, thus, has to be made conscious and transformed by the artist or the artwork. Kester is fighting on two fronts.
On one hand, he is launching a critique of modernist autonomous art in which the strength of art is located in its distance to life. On the other hand, he is trying to distance himself from the confrontational and totalising gestures of the avant-garde, which rejects limited gains and solutions. According to Kester, despite their differences, the two practices or ideologies operate with the same condescending view of the spectator. For both modernism and the avant-garde, the spectator is a problem, the spectator is "embedded" in conformity and to be brought out of his/her docility by the artwork or the artist forcing him/her into action. 14 Socially engaged art has a different approach to the spectator, Kester there is no such subject or even an idea of such a subject. There is just this world that socially engaged art can repair and ameliorate, which the socially engaged art critic can, then, describe. It is revealing, I think, that social movements do not figure in Kester's discussion of the socially engaged art critic: there is no Occupy, no Black Lives Movement. In this sense, it is, in fact, Kester who remains strangely attached to an artistic or, even, art historical context, dependent on an insufficiently dialectical understanding of the relation between art, revolution and capitalism.
